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Claims 1 0-3 1 have been rejected under 35 I 'SO 101 as being in improper form tor a 
computer program pioduct Claims 16 and 3 I have been amended in ft manner believed to obviate 
the rejection Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested 

Claims 1-14, ami 41 

Claims 1-14, 33-39 and 4 1 have been i ejected under 35 (JSC 102(c) as being anticipated by 
Adam et a! (I "S2002-'OOoO 1 04} 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and e\er\ element as set forth in the claim is found, 
cither expressly or inheient!) described in a single prior art refeience " 1 '^nii-goaf Hrox r. I 'mon 
t hi <'<>., >f( \ihfi nwu. 8 1 4 f 2d o2 8, o3 i . 2 U SPQ2d 1051 H )>3 { h eu Cir 1 1 '8 > Moreov er , the 
identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as contained in the claim RiLhardson v. 
Suzuki Motor ( '<> SfiS h 2d 1226, 1236^>l'Sl*Q2d I o 1 3 1920 <fed Cir 1<>89) The elements must 
be arranged as required by the claim hi re Rotnt 01 0 F 2d S3 1. 15 USPQ2d I 566 (Fed Cir 1000) 

Regarding claim 1, Applicants respectfully disagree that Adam discloses each and esers 
limitation of claim 1 For example, claim 1 requires storing in memory a transaction pattern 
lefJeeOmt a transaction, and executing the pattern to earn out the transaction Sn sharp contrast, 
Adam paragraphs [000 1 -0003 } mereh indicate that a previoush -generated bill of material is stored 
for latei retrieval and editing by the user Nowhere does \dam indicate that his bill of material 01 
anything relating thereto for that matter, is executable Rather, the user is mereh allowed to recall 
the bill of material for editing and resubmission See Adam |0002], last sentence This is clearly not 
the same as storing in memory a transaction pattern reflecting a transaction, and executing the 
pattern to cany out the transaction, as claimed Therefore, the 35 USC 102(e) rejection of claim i is 
erroneous. 

Nor can it be said that Adam suggests the limitations of claim 1 Adam does not teach or 
suggest executing a stored transaction pattern to cam out a transaction Again, \dam is limited to 
recalling a previously -generated bill of material, which the user can then amend 

Reconsideration and allowance of claim i is lespectfullv requested. 
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Claims 2-14 depend from claim 1, and therefore incorporate the limitations of claim 1 . By 
virtue of their dependence, claims 2-14 are also believed to be allowable. 

Further regarding claims 2-3, Applicants respectfully disagree that Adam discloses each and 
e\er\ limitation of chum 2 Foi example the rejection i eh es on Adam [002S] ' identification 
mfoimation pun ided b\ the usef to disclose a tecoid of user actions taken h\ the uses 1- list the 
'identifieatiou mfoimation ptouded b\ the usct ' relied <m tn the rejection appeals moie akin to 
information submitted hs a usei than actual usei actions taken bv the usei 1 hus, the cued section of 
Adam docs not seaiK disclose a transaction pattern that includes a recotd of nset actions taken b\ a 
user at all Second, in Adam jOCCH], the identification information is recen ed fiom the user at the 
time the uses wishes to iccall a saved pt eject It d«xs not appear that the 'identification tnfoimation 
provided b\ the user" tched on the in i ejection is lecouled at ab but iathei is meiels used to 
retiicvc otht-i data and discaided ! hus this "identification tnfotmatfon' cannot be pan of a lecoid 
in a h.iiisaction pattern (per claim 2) that is executed to cans out the tiansaction (pet chum 1 ) 
Accoidinglv. the ^ \ SO )^2(e) (ejection of claim 2 is enoneous 

Regatding claim 7, claim 7 has been amended to retjune that the stotage of the tiansaction 
pattern includes the stotage of Jecords oi the turugation ot a usei dmmg the transaction In sharp 
contrast, the (ejection of el aim " indicates that Vdam mereiv saves the tesuits of a seiies of 
nav i^auon steps, as opposed t*^ the na\iganon itself as now claimed Reconsi delation and 
allowance of claim 7 is icspectlulb tequested 

Regarding claims 10-14, Appheanis fusi note that the rejection teieis io Adam disclosing 
execution of a tiansaction 1 bwe\ei, what is claimed is execution of a uansacti on pattern 



Aecordmgh , theie appeal s to be an inherent detect in the logic of the s ejections foi mst nice, the 
rejection of claim 13 sehes on Adam jOOUl-^tXU | which mereiv indicates that usess can lecah a 
saved bill of material. 

Regarding claim SO. the server of Adam's [0028] is cited as the automated or programmable 
agent As mentioned aixwe, Adam's bill of material or sa\ed project is not an executable 
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transaction pattern, and so the server of [0028] does not retrieve a transaction pattern. 
Reconsideration and allowance of claim 10 is respectfully requested. 

Regarding claim 12, Applicants respectfully disagree with the logic of the rejection. 
Particularly, the rejection indicates that per Adam [0028 ], the presentment of a previously 
submitted bill of materials is an automatic navigation of the previous steps the user had to perform 
in order generate said bill of materials. Applicants disagree Nowhere does Adam indicate that the 
steps the user had to perform in order generate said bill of materials are performed again, as stated 
in the rejection. There is simply no support for tins contention in Adam Accordingly, the rejection 
of claim 12 is erroneous. Reconsideration and allowance of claim 12 is respectfully requested. 

Regarding claim 33, Applicants respectfully disagree that Adam discloses each and every 
limitation of claim 33. for example, claim 33 requires recording user actions taken by a user as part 
of a transaction. Adam [0003 ] is relied on in the rejection to show this feature, particularly, that 
Adam "records original submission of bill of materials for later use." However., this statement 
merely indicates that the results of user actions are recorded, not the user actions themselves, as 
claimed. Therefore, the 35 USC 102(e) rejection of claim 33 is erroneous. 

Claims 34-39 depend from claim 33, and therefore incorporate the limitations of claim 33. 
By virtue of their dependence, claims 34-39 are al so believed to he allowable. 

Further, claim 34 contains limitations similar to claim 2, and so is also believed to be 
allowable for the similar reasons. 

Claim 37 contains limitations similar to claim 10, and so is also believed to be allowable for 
the similar reasons. 

Claim 38 contains limitations similar to claim 12, and so is also believed to be allowable for 
the similar reasons. 
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Regarding chum 4 ] Applicants iespectful I v disautee that \dam discloses each and e\ en 
limitation of claim 41 Fot example claim I requites storing in memon a Uansaetion pattern 
i effecting a nansauion, and executing the pattern to cam out the transaction in sharp eontiast 
Wain paiaguphs [Ot>o I -0003 j mcicK indicates that a pieuou&K -generated hill of mateual is stoied 
ibt Liter rettte\ a! and editing b\ the user Now bete does Adam indicate that Iiks bill of mateua! ts 
executable Rather, the usei is meteK allowed t*^ lecail the bill of material tor editing and 
tesuhrmsston Sie Adam [01*02], last sentence This ts death not the same as storing m memotx a 
ttansactton pattern ieflectmg a transaction, and executing the pattern to c«nr\ out the transaction, as 
claimed Therefore the ^ ISC l'C(e) rejection ot claim 1! is etiotieous 

Claims 1 5-32. 40 and 42 

Claims 1 5-32, 40 and 42 have been rejected under 35 USC 1.03(a) as being unpatentable 

over Adam . 

1 he anah ms oi. oln iousuuss was set forth in <jtaha>}> \ hint I >ecu\ i8"* I S 1 148 I Si^> 
4W < !S>6ot In otdet to establish a ptima fa^te case ot ob s fousuess thsee banc catena must be 

met: 

First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, 
to modify the reference or to combine the teachings of the references. Second, there 
must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference or 
combined references must teach or suggest all the claim limitations fhe teaching or 
suggest! at! to make the. claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of 
success must both he found in the prior art, and not based on applicant's disclosure 
(In re Pdeck.. 947 F.2d 488.. .20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991; emphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection as failing the Graham test. Specifically, the 
combination proposed in the rejection fails at least the third element of the Graham test. 

Regarding claims 15. 30, 32. 40 and 42 the rejection fai ls at least the third element of the 
< haham test. To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations 
miLst be taught or suggested by the prior art. In re Rqvka. 490 F 2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (COP A. 
S°>~4) 'All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim against 
the pt tot art/* lure Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 fCCPA 1970). 

Claim 15 requires that the transaction pattern includes recognizing a state of a remote 
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application ( lasms 3f\ 40 ami 42 require that the execution of the u attraction pattern includes 
teeogm/i ng a s{ ue of a i emote application In sharp cuntiast Adam does not teach or suggest 
teu>gnt/ing the statu oi d j emote application Rathei, all of Adam's e^ecutabies appear to he local 
1 he onl\ mention of t emote" in the sections uted tn the office action is hi conjunction with 
ictneung specific data stoted m a database remote from the ser\er Ho\%e\er, tins alone does not 
reach Oi suggest iccogm/ing a state of a remote application, it is mcieK data itfiiuai fhus, the 
limitations ol claims l\ ^0, 32 40 arid 42 ate not taught <n suggested h\ \dam Because not ail 
claim limitations are tatumt oi suggested the i ejections of claims 1 5, 30, >2 40 and 42 aie 
improper as failing the thud element of the itfu/huv test 

Regarding claims lo-2 ( > the claims ha\c been rejected on the same ail and lationale as 
claims 1-14 Aecotdmgis the rejection of claims lo-2^ suffei s fi om the s«imc deficiencies as the 
rejection of claims 1-N Parti tularh \dam fails to reach each and e\er\ claim limitation, as set 
ioith above in \pphc«mts' atguments ibt claims 1-14 AccoidnigK the {ejection fatKtlic thud 
piong of the < riitham test Ileum si delation and allowance of claims 1-14 is lespectfulh requested 

Claim 3 1 has been i ejected on die same art and rationale as claim i Accords nglv, the 
rejection of claim >1 suiters horn the same deficiencies as the rejection of claim t Particular^, 
Adam fails to teach each and e\en claim limitation, as set forth aKne in Applicants arguments for 
claim I UeOidinuh rhe i ejection fails rhe thud prong of the (suihumicw Reconsideration and 
allowance of ciai ui 31 is tespectiulh icquested 

in the e\ ent a telephone conversation would expedite the prosecution of this application the 
i'vammei ma\ teach the undersigned at (408) < ->7 1 -257 > I or pavment of am additional fees due in 
connection with the filing of this paper the Commissions is authorized to charge such fees to 
Deposit \ccouiii\o 50-1351 <Oidei \o W1DP37S) 

Respectful h submitted, 

„ /KEV1NZILKA/ 

By: 

Kevin J Zilka 
Reg No 4L42Q 
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Zilka-Kotab PC 

PC) Box 12 U 20 

San lose. California i: >5 1 72- ! 

Telephone- (408) 97 1 -2573 

Facsimile. {408)071-4660 
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